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Examiner's comments in the Office Action dated July 21, 2004 have been 
carefully considered by Applicants. In view of such comments, Applicants have 
amended the claims as set forth hereinabove. In particular, claim 6 has been amended 
so as to now be dependent on Independent daim 1 Instead of previously cancelled 
daim 5. In addition, previously presented claims 1 and 6-13 have all been amended as 
well to better highlight the patentable differences of Applicants' proposed invention as 
compared to the prior art cited and interpreted by Examiner in the Office Action. In 
making such amendments, Applicants maintain that no new matter has been introduced 
into the present Application. Furthemiore, no claims have been altogether newly 
cancelled, and no entirely new claims have been added. Thus, claims 1'4 and 6-20 
now remain pending in Applicants' present Application, it is Applicants' good faith belief 
that the pending claims, as amended and set forth hereinabove, are both novel and 
non-obvious. Therefore, Applicants respectfully maintain that the pending claims now 
place the present Application in condition for allowance and notice thereof Is respectfully 
requested. 

In addition to amending the claims, Applicants have also amended some text 
vnthin the specification as shown hereinabove. In particular, in paragraph 0025 of the 
specification. Applicants have made a textual amendment to correct a typographical 
error so that the text "Voice Response Unite (VRU)" is instead correctly rendered as 
"Voice Response Unit (VRU)." in maldng this textual amendment. Applicants 
respectfully maintain that no new matter has been added to the Application. 

35 U.S.C. 6 103fat 

In the Office Action, independent daims 1 and 12 and dependent daims 2, 3. 6, 
8-11, 13-15, and 17-19 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious and 
therefore unpatentable over United States Patent Number 5,999,604, issued to Walter 
on December 7, 1999 (hereinafter "Waltef"), in view of United States Patent Number 
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6,052,448, issued to Janning on April 18, 2000 (hereinafter "Jannlng"). Also in the 
Office Action, dependent claims 4, 16, and 20 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as being obvious and therefore unpatentable over United States Patent Number 
5,999.604 C^alter") in view of UnKed States Patent Number 6,052,448 ("Janning") and 
in further view of United States Patent Number 6,356,628, issued to Burke et al. on 
March 12. 2002 (hereinafter "Burlte"). Lastly in the Office Action, dependent claim 7 
stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious and therefore unpatentable 
over United States Patent Number 5,999.604 C^aitei") In view of United States Patent 
Number 6,052,448 ("Janning^ and in further view of United States Patent Number 
5,680,611, issued to Rail et al. on October 21, 1997 (hereinafter "Rait^. Applicants 
respectfully traverse each of these 35 U.S.C. § 103 rejections set forth in the Office 
Action in view of the claims as amended, for Applicants' Invention as presently claimed 
is deemed not merely an obvious improvement over the prior art cited by Examiner. 

With general regard to Examiner's rejections under 35 U.S.C, § 103. Applicants 
respectfully maintain that rejection for obviousness must be based upon objective 
evidence of record and requires that particular findings be made as to why a sidlled 
artisan with no Icnowledge of the claimed invention would have selected the specific 
components for combination in the manner claimed. Thus, in order for any prior art 
references themselves to be validly combined for use in a prior art obviousness 
rejection under 35 U.S.C.§ 103(a), the references themselves, or some other piece of 
prior art, must suggest that they be combined. In re Sernakar 217 U.S.P.Q. 1, 6 
(C.A.F.C. 1983). That is, the suggestion to combine the references must not come from 
Applicants' proposed invention Itself. Orthopedie Equipment Co. v. United States . 217 
U.S.P.Q. 193, 199 (C.A.F.C. 1983). In sum, In order to establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness, it is necessary to present evidence, in the form of some teaching, 
suggestion, incentive, or inference In the applied prior art, or in the form of generally 
available knowledge, that one having ordinary skill in the art would have been led to 
combine the relevant teachings of the applied references in the proposed manner to 
amVe at the claimed invention. Ex parte Levenaood. 28 U.S.P.Q.(2d) 1300 
(P.T.O.B.A.&I. 1993). 
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With regard to the obviousness rejection of independent claim 1, Applicants 
maintain that the combination of Walter and Janning does not render obvious 
Applicants' claimed invention. In particular, with regard to Applicants' independent 
dalm 1 as amended, Applicants maintain that Walter and Janning, either alone or in 
oomblnation, neither teach nor suggest: 

[a] method of processing a plurality of call detail 
records (CDRs) each Indicative of a call transaction on a 
telecommunications network, said method comprising the 
steps of: 

in response to a user request from a remote user 
terminal, receiving said plurality of CDRs at a first controller, 
each of said CDRs having a data structure including a 
plurality of fields containing at least one character; 

selecting a first sorting field from said plurality of fields 
and grouping said plurality of CDRs as a function of data 
within said first sorting field, said first sorting field being a 
carrier identification field; 

thereafter analyzing a user-selected second sorting 
field within each of said CDRs wHhin a group of CDRs sorted 
by said first sorting field; 

generating a customized carrier-specific report for 
each of said grouped CDRs as a function of data within said 
user-selected second sorting field; 

delivering said customized carrier-specific report to 
said remote user terminal; and 

presenting said customized carrier-specific report to 
said user at said remote user terminal aocording to user- 
selected format preferences. 



In Walter, a system and method for managing a telecommunications networit 
through the near real time analysis of Call Detail Records (CDRs) is taught. (Walter, 
see Abstract). "Unlilce conventional systems," the CDRs as taught in Walter are 
specifically generated within call-processing switches before being fonA/arded to a 
Networic Information Concentrator (NIC) for some initial processing. (Walter, see 
column 3, lines 46-67; column 4, lines 1-3; switches 18 in Figure 1). After some Initial 
processing by the NIC, the CDRs are then provided to a server where the CDRs are 
further processed. (Walter, see column 4. lines 3-5; sen/er 10 in Figure 1). in this way, 
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information within the CDRs can ultimately be retrieved and viewed on the graphical 
displays of one or more client computers. (Walter, see column 3, lines 4-6; column 4, 
lines 6-8; column 5, lines 11 -29; column 8, lines 66-67; column 9, lines 1-13; column 11, 
lines 3-28; client computers 12 in Figure 1). As specifically taught In Walter, during 
processing, the CDRs are fijst grouped according to the CeUI-processing switches (i.e., 
networif devices) in which they were generated and also the call times during which 
they were generated. (Walter, see column 2. lines 44-47, 62>64; column 4, lines 14-18; 
claims 1-5), In this way, Information within the CDRs can be analyzed and utilized to 
detect low Answer/Seizure Ratios (ASRs) O-^-i call failures) for particular call- 
processing switches and/or call routes within a telephone network. (Walter, see column 
2, lines 15-23, 35-38, 52-54; column 5, lines 35-67; column 6, lines 1-59). Only after 
first being specifically grouped according to cali-processlng switches and call times are 
CDRs grouped accordir>g to call carrier according to Waiter. (Waiter, see column 2, 
lines 47-49, 65-67; column 3, lines 1-4; column 4, lines 24-67; daims 1-5). Specifically 
grouping the CDRs In such a manner as taught in Walter is not simply a matter of 
somewhat arbitrary "design choice" as suggested by Examiner, for Waiter specifically 
teaches such groupings "[ijn keeping with the Invention." (Walter, see column 4. lines 
24-67; see especially the specific wording of claims 1-5 In Walter). In short, therefore, 
Walter does not teach a method comprising the method step of "selecting a first sorting 
field ... and grouping ... CDRs as a function of data within [the] first sorting field, \the] 
first aortino field being a carrier identification fiaid." as dalmed and required In 
Applk»nts' independent claim 1 (emphasis added), instead. Applicants maintain that 
Walter spedfically teaches away from initially grouping/sorting CDRs on the basis of call 
carrier identification. 

in Janning, a method for formatting CDRs to reduce storage and processing 
requirements within a switch or telecommunications network is taught. (Janning, see 
Abstract; column 1, lines 64-67). As with VValter, however, Janning does not specifically 
teach a method comprising the method step of "selecting a first sorting field ... and 
grouping ... CDRs as a function of data within [the] first sorting field, [the] first sorting 
field being a carrier identification field," as claimed and required in Applicants' 
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independent claim 1 . Instead, Janning merely teaches that a carrier identification code 
(CIC) may be included within a formatted CDR field. (Janning, see column 6, lines 7- 
32; column 7 of Table I). In addition, Janning does not specifically teach a method 
' comprising the method step of "presenting [a] customized carrier-specific report to [a] 
user at [a] remote user terminal according to user-selected format preferences," as 
claimed and required in Applicants' independent claim 1. Instead, Janning merely 
teaches a lai^ely nondescript output device associated with either an inter-exchange 
(IXC) switch or a billing sen/er lor use In constructing billing records" from CDRs. 
(Janning, see column 4, lines 4-19, 53-67; Rgures la and 1 b). 

In sum, therefore, Walter and Janning. either alone or in combination, neither 
teach nor suggest Applicants' invention as presently claimed in independent claim 1. In 
view of the disparate teachings of both Walter and Janning discussed hereinabove, 
Applicants respectfully maintain that the combination of Walter and Janning does not 
render otTvious Applicants' invention as presently claimed in independent claim 1. 
Furthermore, given that claims 2-4 and 6-11 are dependent on daim 1, Applicants 
further maintain that the subject matter of dependent claims 2-4 and 6-1 1 Is generally 
not rendered obvious either. 

With regard to the obviousness rejectlOTi of independent claim 12, Applicants 
maintain that the combination of Walter and Janning does not render obvious 
Applicants' claimed invention. In particular, with regard to Applicants' independent 
claim 12 as amended. Applicants maintain that Walter and Janning, either alone or in 
combination, neither teach nor suggest: 

[a] call detail record (CDR) processing system for a 
telecommunications network, said s^tem comprising; 

a system cluster in operative communication with said 
telecommunications networic for generating a plurality of 
CDRs each Indicative of a call transaction on said 
telecommunications network; 

a production database server periodically receiving 
and storing said CDRs from said system cluster; 

a user access server in operative communication with 
said production database sen/er, sakJ user access server 
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programmed to select a first sorting field from a plurality of 
fields within each CDR and group said plurality of CDRs as a 
function of data within said first sorting field, wherein said 
first sorting field is a carrier identification field, analyze a 
user-selected second sorting field within each of said CDRs 
within a group of CDRs sorted by said first sorting field, and 
generate a customized carrier-specific report for each of said 
grouped CDRs as a function of data within said user- 
selected second sorting field; and 

a user access terminal in operative communication 
with said user access server for presenting said customized 
carrier-specific report to a user according to user-selected 
format preferences. 

As alluded to earlier hereinabove. Walter does not teach a CDR processing 
system comprising a "user access sender programmed to select a first sorting field ... 
within each CDR and group ... CDRs as a function of data within [the] first sorting field, 
wherein fthel first sorting field is a earner identification field. " as claimed and required in 
Applicants' independent claim 12 (emphasis added). Instead, Walter specifically 
teaches a system wherein CDRs are U grouped according to the call-processing 
switches (i.e., networic devices) In which they were generated and also the call times 
during which they were generated. (Walter, see column 2, lines 44-47, 62-64; column 
4, lines 14-18; claims 1-5). In this way, according to Walter, infonnation within the 
CDRs can be analyzed and utilized to detect low Answer/Seizure Ratios (ASRs) (i.e., 
call failures) for particular call-processing switches and/or call routes within a telephone 
network. (Walter, see column 2, lines 15-23, 35-38. 52-54; column 5, lines 35-67; 
column 6, lines 1-59). Only after first being specifically grouped according to calU 
processing switches and call times are CDRs grouped according to call carrier 
according to Walter. (Walter, see column 2, lines 47-49. 65-67; column 3. lines 1-4; 
column 4, lines 24-67; claims 1-5). Furthennore, Walter does not teach a CDR 
processing system comprising "a system cluster In operative communication with [a] 
telecommunications network for generating a pluralitv of CDRs each indicative of a call 
transaction on [the] telecommunications network." as claimed and required in 
Applicants' independent dalm 12 (emphasis added), instead, "[ujnlike conventional 
systems," Walter teaches a system in whk:h CDRs are specifically generated within the 
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call-processing switches of a telephone network. (Walter, see column 3. lines 46-66; 
Rgure 1). 

Janning, in turn, does not specifically teach a CDR processing system 
comprising "a system cluster a production database server a user access server 
and a user access terminal ...."as claimed and required in Applicants' independent 
claim 12. Instead, Janning merely teaches a billing server which includes a file 
manager for controlling the propagation of formatted CDRs maintained in a storage 
facility to an output device useful in constructing billing records. (Janning. see column 
4, lines 53-67; Figure lb). 

In sum, therefore, Walter and Janning, either alone or in combination, neither 
teach nor suggest Applicants' invention as presently claimed in independent claim 12. 
In view of the disparate teachings of both Walter and Janning discussed hereinabove, 
Applicants respectfully maintEun that the combination of Waiter and Janning does not 
render obvious Applicants' invention as presently claimed in independent claim 12. 
Furthermore, given that claims 13-20 are dependent on claim 12, Applicants further 
m€untain that the subject matter of dependent claims 13-20 is generally not rendered 
olwious either. 

CONCLUSION 

In view of the foregoing remarlts. Applicants respectfully submit that independent 
claims 1 and 12 as amended, as well as claims 2-4, 6-11, and 13'20 dependent 
thereon, are both novel and nonobvious with respect to the disclosures and teachings of 
Waiter, Janning, Burke, and Rail. Therefore, Applicants respectfully request that 
Examiner's rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) be withdrawn and that a Nottoe of 
Allowance be issued therefor. 
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Should the Examiner have amy questions with respect to any matter now of 
record, Examiner is invited to contact Applicants' undersigned attorney at (248) 223- 
9500. 

Respectfully submitted, 
ARfTZ&ARTZ,P.C. 




Dated: October 21, 2004 



P. Renlte, Reg. No. 40,783 
28333 Telegraph Road, Suite 250 
Southfiekj, Ml 48034 
(248) 223-9500 
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